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COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION OF A TYPE-SPECIES FOR 
LITTORINA F£RUSSAC, 1822. Z.N.(S.) 1901 
(see present volume, pages 51 — 54) 

By David Heppell (The Royal Scottish Museum^ Edinburgh) 

The application of Dr. D. Kadolsky anent the generic name Littorina Ferussac 
and its type-species is welcome, as a decision of the l.C.Z.N. is certainly required to 
remove all uncertainty concerning the correct nomenclature of this genus, but while I 
strongly support Kadolsky’s application, I cannot accept that he has shown un- 
equivocally either that the name Littorina is available from Ferussac’s publication, or 
that Turbo littoreus L. was validly designated as its type-species by Blainville, 1828. 

1 agree with the choice of Turbo littoreus L., 1758, as type-species because: 

(a) it is the name of the edible periwinkle and is, therefore, a species of commercial 

importance; 

(b) it is virtually tautonymous with the generic name; 

(c) of the three contenders littoreus, Uttorolis and neritoides, it is the species best 

understood taxonomically; 

(d) it is the only species with a good claim to have been validly designated as type 

by any of those authors who have regarded the name Littorina as available 
from Ferussac. (Those authors who accepted Rang’s selection of 
L. littoral is regarded this as an originally included species (synonymous with 
L. obtusata) but under Article 69(a) of the Code, only originally included 
nominal are eligible for subsequent selection; moreover, these authors 
may have overlooked the earlier designation by Blainville.) 

Although the plenary powers are referred to in the title of Kadolsky's application 
they are nowhere referred to in his text, nor does the Assistant Secretary of the l.C.Z.N. 
refer to the possible use of the plenary powers in relation to this case in his “Notices” 
on the first page of the Bulletin in which this application is published. It is, therefore, 
necessary carefully to examine the evidence presented and to determine those points 
at which opinions may differ and on which rulings (with the possible use of the plenary 
powers) will be required. These points are discussed below. 

Is Littorina Ferussac, 1822, available? Kadolsky (paragraph 3) believes it is and 
cites Ferussac’s text extensively in support of this. Ferussac certainly leaves us in no 
doubt as to what he understood by his new subgenus, but before a name can be placed 
on the Official List we must consider whether it satisfies the Criteria of Availability 
as set out in the Code (Chapter IV). According to Article 12 “a name published 
before 1931 must have been accompanied by a description, definition, or indication”. 
Littorina Ferussac was not accompanied by a description; the word “definition” is 
not itself defined; the word “indication” is defined in Article 16 but none of the 
possible interpretations has any affinity with the circumstances of the introduction of 
this generic name. According to Kadolsky, the available specific name Turbo 
neritoides L. is mentioned by Ferussac in association with (not “in combination with” 
as required under Article 16(a)(v)) the new genus-group name, but reference to 
Ferussac (1822 : xi) reveals only the vernacular “littorine” not the latinized “////urmu” 
as quoted by Kadolsky (paragraph 3). There are even less grounds for regarding 
any of the other four species accepted by Kadolsky (paragraph 5) as originally in- 
cluded nominal species. (I assume that by “the original publication” Kadolsky 
implies “. . . of the genus”.) It may be argued that Ferussac provided a “definition” 
of Littorina, but in the absence of any guidance in the Code as to what constitutes a 
definition, this can only be a matter of opinion and, therefore, requires a ruling by the 
l.C.Z.N. If the ruling is that Littorina as published by Ferussac was not accompanied 
by a description, definition, or indication, then validation of Littorina Ferussac, 1 822, 
will require the use of the plenary powers. 
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Once the availability of the generic name Littorina Ferussac has been established 
(by the use of the plenary powers if necessary) the question of the valid type-species 
remains to be agreed. If it is ruled that Littorina was published as a genus caelebs 
the type-species would be Littorina basterotii Payraudeau, 1826 (generally regarded as 
a junior subjective synonym of L. neritoicles) by subsequent monotypy. (Bequaert 
(1943) cites Blainville, 1825 {Faune Franfaise^ Malacozoaires, p. 297), as the first 
subsequent usage of Littorina “with definition and species” but no designation of type. 
Bequaert’s early dating of this work appears to be erroneous, however, as according to 
Sherborn & Woodward (1901) pp. 241-320 of Blainville’s contribution “Malacozo- 
aires” to the Faime Fron^aise were published in July 1830.) In this case all designa- 
tions of a type-species would have to be set aside and Turbo Uttoreus L., 1758, desig- 
nated as type under the plenary powers. 

If it is ruled that Littorina Ferussac was validly established with originally included 
species (or if Littorina Ferussac is validated under the plenary powers but not as a 
genus caelebs) the first valid selection of one of these as type must be determined. 
The earliest selection noted by Kadolsky is that of Blainville, 1828, but Winckworth 
(1922) showed that Blainville referred only to the vernacular “genre Littorine”, and 
this is confirmed by Bequaert (1943). Thus severe doubt is cast on the validity of this 
selection. The designation of available nominal species as types of vernacular generic 
names is not referred to in the Code. Again we are in no doubt as to the author's 
intention but this alone is not sufficient to allow us to cite this designation in the 
Official List without further consideration. The next designation mentioned by 
Kadolsky — that of Swainson, 1840 — is also unsatisfactory. Swainson cites Turbo 
Uttoreus as type-species of Turbo. His action can in no way be regarded as con- 
stituting a type-designation for Littorina. The subsequent designation by Deshayes 
in Lamarck (1843 : 199-200), however, does appear to be acceptable, as Deshayes 
writes: “Le Turbo Uttoreus, etant devenu le type d’un nouveau genre, sous le nom de 
Littorina . . .”. In view of the possibility of other acceptable type-designations, pub- 
lished between 1822 and 1843, having been overlooked, it would seem appropriate to 
ask the I.C.Z.N. to set aside all designations of a type for Littorina prior to the selection 
of Turbo Uttoreus by Deshayes, 1843. 

To sum up, I am in full agreement with Kadolsky's request to place Littorina 
Ferussac, 1822, on the Official List of Generic Names, with Turbo Uttoreus L., 1758, 
as its type-species, but I believe the I.C.Z.N. must first be asked to take the following 
additional action : 

1 . Either 

(a) to rule that the genus-group name Littorina is available from its publica- 

tion by Ferussac, 1822, or 

(b) to use the plenary powers to validate the genus-group name Littorina 

from its publication by Ferussac, 1822; 

2. To rule whether any (and if so which) species are to be considered originally 

included nominal species of Littorina Ferussac, 1822; 

3. To use the plenary powers either 

(a) to set aside all designations of type-species for Littorina Ferussac, 1822, 

prior to the designation of Turbo Uttoreus L., 1758, by Deshayes, 1843, 

or 

(b) to set aside all previous designations of type-species for Littorina 

Ferussac, 1822, and having done so to designate Turbo Uttoreus L., 

1758, as type-species. 
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